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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This Office action is responsive to the following communication: Request for Continued 
Examination filed on 6 September 2007. 

2. Claims 1-10 and 15-21 are pending and present for examination. Claims 1, 18, and 21 are in 
independent form. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

3. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued 
examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's 
submission filed on 6 September 2007 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

4. Claims 1, 18, and 21 have been amended. 

5. No claims have been cancelled. 

6. No claims have been added. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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8. Claims 1-5 and 8-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being anticipated by Burroughs et 
al (U.S. Patent No. 6,076,090, hereinafter referred to as BURROUGHS), filed on 26 November 1997, and 
issued on 13 June 2000, in view of Tanaka et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,375,237, hereinafter referred to as 
TANAKA), filed on 5 August 1993, and issued on 20 December 1994, and in further view of Exertier (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,832,498, hereinafter referred to as EXERTIER), filed on 13 September 1995, and issued on 3 
November 1998. 

9. As per independent claims 1, 18, and 21, BURROUGHS, in combination with TANAKA and 
EXERTIER, discloses: 

A method of operation within a database system, the method comprising: 

receiving a request to execute a query {See burroughs, C3:L37-44, wherein this reads over 
w [t]he schema map object may be generated in response to the completion of a transaction by the 
application program involving the object or in response to other suitable occurrences. The schema 
map object is preferably generated in response to the first transaction in which an object of a certain 
class is to be persisted and remains in memory for persisting, querying, restoring or deleting objects 
of that class"}; 

determining that a collection of data elements to be returned by the query 
corresponds to a first data structure containing data fields, wherein the data 
fields are not specified by a data type definition within a type dictionary of the 
database system {See BURROUGHS, C3:L53-65, wherein this reads over "a table is created in 
the database if a table does not yet exist for the class"}; 

obtaining attribute values that describe respective data fields within the first data 

Structure {See BURROUGHS, C3:L53-65, wherein this reads over "the fields are preferably 
determined using Java Reflections methods, which allow the class object to be examined to 
determined, among other information, the names, data types and classes of the fields"}; 

recording, within the type dictionary, a first data type definition that specifies the 
data fields described by the attribute values {See burroughs, C3:L53-65, wherein this 
reads over "[a] row in the table is defined that corresponds to the object to be persisted. One or 
more columns are defined that correspond to the fields'lLand 

removing the first data type definition from the type dictionary {See tanaka, ci7:L30-64, 
wherein this reads over ""the reduction in the first dictionary by the deleted integrated structure 
definition data" and "a schema manipulation data is generated for reducing the first dictionary by the 
schema manipulation language from the deleted integrated structure definition data"> when any 
of the following events occurs: a) execution of the q uery is complete {See 
EXERTIER, C5:L33-C6:L27, wherein this reads over "it must be possible to clear the memory space 
used by the objects after each transaction, since once the transaction is terminated in the relational 
environment, the locks are released, and the data in object memory are no longer valid">, b) a 
compilation of the query is deleted from system memory, or c) a process 
identifies a flag, in the first data type definition, that the first data type definition 
is query duration type. 
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While BURROUGHS may fail to expressly disclose the method wherein a first data type definition 
is removed from a type dictionary in the occurrence of certain specified events, TANAKA and 
BURROUGHS disclose a system wherein definition data would be cleared from the dictionary once a query 
had been completed. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the inventions disclosed by BURROUGHS, TANAKA, and EXERTIER to 
modify the claimed invention such that the first data type definition would be removed from the type 
dictionary when certain conditions had been fulfilled. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this modification so that the 
type dictionary may be systematically cleared of data type definitions which were no longer needed in the 
processing of the query. 

10. As per dependent claim 2, BURROUGHS, in combination with TANAKA and EXERTIER, 
discloses: 

The method of claim 1 further comprising recording, within the type dictionary, a second 
data type definition that defines an array of the first data type {See burroughs, C7:L27- 
59, wherein this reads over "[t]his type of mapping of entities and their dependents (f any) is suitable for 
entities and dependents having fields declared to be of primitive data types, such as . . . array"}. 

11. As per dependent claim 3, BURROUGHS, in combination with TANAKA and EXERTIER, 
discloses: 

The method of claim 1 wherein obtaining attribute values that describe respective data 
fields within the first data structure comprises querying a data source to obtain the 
attribute values {See BURROUGHS, C6:L50-53, wherein this reads over "[t]he mapping depends upon 
the nature of the contents of the fields of the object. With certain exceptions, each field is mapped to one 
column"}. 

12. As per dependent claim 4, BURROUGHS, in combination with TANAKA and EXERTIER, 
discloses: 

The method of claim 3 wherein querying the data source to obtain the attribute values 
comprises communicating with a remote processing system via a network of one or 
more computer systems {See burroughs, Figure 5A}. 

13. As per dependent claim 5, BURROUGHS, in combination with TANAKA and EXERTIER, 
discloses: 
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The method of claim 1 wherein the first data structure includes rows and columns of 
data values, and wherein obtaining attribute values that describe respective data 
fields within the first data structure comprises obtaining a list of column names and 

column types {See BURROUGHS, C3:L53-65, wherein this reads over "a table is created in the 
database if a table does not yet exist for the class. A row in the table is defined that corresponds to the 
object to be persisted. One or more columns are defined that correspond to the fields"}. 

14. As per dependent claim 8, BURROUGHS, in combination with TANAKA and EXERT1ER, 
discloses: 

The method of claim 1 wherein recording a first data type definition comprises: 

generating a data type name {See BURROUGHS, C3:L53-65, wherein this reads over "a table is 
created in the database if a table does not yet exist for the class. A row in the table is defined that 
corresponds to the object to be persisted. One or more columns are defined that correspond to the 

fields''}; 

associating the data type name with names of the data fields {See burroughs, C3:L53- 
65, wherein this reads over "a table is created in the database if a table does not yet exist for the 
class. A row in the table is defined that corresponds to the object to be persisted. One or more 
columns are defined that correspond to the fields"}; and 

recording the data type name and the names of the data fields in the type dictionary 
{See BURROUGHS, C4:L3-5, wherein this reads over "the values read from the fields are stored in 
the columns of that row of the table in accordance with the correspondence between the columns 
and the fields''}. 

15. As per dependent claim 9, BURROUGHS, in combination with TANAKA and EXER7IER, 
discloses: 

The method of claim 8 wherein generating the data type name comprises incrementing 
an identifier value associated with a previously generated name, the incremented 
identifier value constituting, at least in part, the data type name {See burroughs, 
C7:L15-24, wherein this reads over "a universally unique identifier (UUID)" and "such a field may be a 
UUID, alternatively, it may be data pertinent to the object, such as a person's name, employee number or 
Social Security number"}- 

16. As per dependent claim 10, BURROUGHS, in combination with TANAKA and EXERT1ER, 
discloses: 

The method of claim 8 wherein the names of the data fields are included in the attribute 
values and wherein associating the data type name with the names of the data fields 
comprises specifying the names of the data fields as component data elements of the 
first data type definition {See C7:i_27-59}. 

17. Claims 6-7, 15-17 and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 



BURROUGHS, in view of TANAKA and EXERTIER, and in further view of Official Notice. 
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18. As per dependent claims 6 and 7, the Office takes Official Notice that it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that a binary large object (i.e. "blob") be returned, wherein a 
blob is a collection of binary data stored as a single entity in a database management system. Therefore, 
where it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was claimed 
that an attribute value describe a blob, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that 
said attribute value(s) be returned accordingly. 

19. As per dependent claim 15, the Office takes Official Notice that it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art that when a function such as a SQL statement is executed, a collection of 
aggregate data values is returned. 

20. As per dependent claim 16, the Office takes Official Notice that it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art that queries commonly indicate the type of value (e.g. an integer, text, or 
string) to be returned by a query. 

21. As per dependent claim 17, BURROUGHS, in combination with TANAKA, EXERT1ER, and 
Official Notice, discloses: 

The method of claim 16 wherein the predetermined return type corresponds to an array 
Of aggregate values {See BURROUGHS, C7:L27-59, wherein this reads over w [t]his type of mapping 
of entities and their dependents (f any) is suitable for entities and dependents having fields declared to be 
of primitive data types, such as . . . array"} and indicates that each of the aggregate values 
includes component values in accordance with the first data structure {See burroughs, 
C3:L53-65, wherein this reads over "a table is created in the database if a table does not yet exist for the 

class"}. 

22. As per dependent claim 19, the Office takes Official Notice that it would have been obvious 
and widely-known to one of ordinary skill in the art to have a plurality of processors coupled to one 
another in a network. 

23. As per dependent claim 20, the Office takes Official Notice that it would have been obvious to 
and widely-known to one of ordinary skill in the art that each set of storage devices be couple to a 
processor and a non-volatile storage device. 
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Response to Arguments 

24. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 18, and 21 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

a. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., "(dynamically) 
recording a previously non-existent data type definition in the type dictionary of the database at 
the time of retrieval") are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are 
interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the 
claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

b. Applicant asserts the argument that Burroughs "fails to contain any disclosure about a 
type dictionary." See Amendment, page 9. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. It is noted that 
Burroughs et al discloses a method wherein rows and columns which correspond to an object are 
created in a table. See Burroughs et al, col. 3, lines 45-67. Furthermore, wherein class objects 
contain information such as names, data types and classes of the fields, it is noted that said 
disclosure would, to one of ordinary skill, read upon the claimed invention's features of a type 
dictionary containing data type definition that specifies data fields of a data structure. 

25. Applicant's arguments with respect to the remaining limitations of claims 1, 18, and 21 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

26. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 6, 7, and 15-17 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant asserts the argument that "[t]he present Office Action again provides no supporting 
evidence for the Official Notices Previously improperly taken." See Amendment, page 13. The Examiner 
respectf ully disagrees. Once again, Applicant asserts the argument that the Examiner's Official Notice is 
deficient in that the Examiner has not provided documentary evidence of proof for the Official Notice. 
The Examiner notes that the features claimed are well-known within the art. As previously stated in the 
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earlier Office Action, because Applicant has inadequately traversed the Official Notice and is therefore 

deficient, no document evidence shall be provided by the Examiner. The Applicant is directed to MPEP 

2144.03, which address the topic of Official Notice and clearly state the criteria for traversing an Official 

Notice. MPEP 2144.03, Part C states the following in part: 

To adequately traverse such a finding, an applicant must specifically point out the 
supposed errors in the examiner's action, which would include stating why the noticed 
fact is not considered to be common knowledge or well-known in the art . See 37 CFR 
1.111(b). See also Chevenard, 139 F.2d at 713, 60 USPQ at 241 (*[I]n the absence of any 
demand by appellant for the examiner to produce authority for his statement, we will not 
consider this contention."). A general allegation that the claims define a patentable 
invention without any reference to the examiner's assertion of official notice would be 
inadequate, (emphasis added) 

If applicant does not traverse the examiner's assertion of official notice or applicant's 
traverse is not adequate, the examiner should clearly indicate in the n ext Office action 
that the common knowledge or well-known in the art statement is take n to be admitted 
prior art because applicant either failed to traverse the examiner's assertion of official 
notice or that the traverse was inadequate, (emphasis added). 

That is, Applicant has failed to specifically point out "why the noticed fact is not considered to be 
common knowledge or well-known in the art." Applicant again has failed to indicated why the noticed 
facts in the rejections of claim 6, 7, and 15-17 would not be considered to be common knowledge or 
well-known in the art. Accordingly, wherein the Applicant has deficiently and inadequately traversed the 
noticed facts, the Examiner is under no duty and unable of providing documentary evidence in support of 
the Official Notice taken. 

Accordingly, because of Applicant's inadequate traversal, it is noted that the rejections of claims 
6, 7 and 15-17 have been sustained and are to be taken as admitted prior art. 



Conclusion 

27. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Paul Kim whose telephone number is (571) 272-2737. The examiner can normally be 
reached on M-F, 9am - 5pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Apu 
Mofiz can be reached on (571) 272-4080. The fax phone number for the organization where this 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
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application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 




Paul Kim 

Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2161 
TECH Center 2100 



